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Public commentary Yucca Mtn EIS draft report

MESSAGE: Please accept this submission as my written

commentary on the Yucca Mountain draft environmental impact

statement. These remarks extend my public testimony given at
the DOE hearing in St. Louis on January 20, 2000.
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Daniel W. McKeel, Jr.,, M.D.
5587-C Waterman Bivd.
St. Louis, MO 63112
February 8, 2000

Response o the U.S. Department of Energy

Drult Environmental Impact Statement (or a Pt e
Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent

Nuclear Fuel and High-1 evel Radioactive Waste FEB 10 2000
at Yuceca Mountain, Nye County, Nevacdla of July,

1969

These written comments on the Yueca Mountain draft EIS extend verbal comments | gave at the
112012000 St. Louis DOE hearing that focused on the transportation aspects of the draft statemen.
I am a registered voter in the City of St Louis, MO where | have resided continuously since 1974,
[ am employed as a facuity pathologist and an Associatc Professor of Pathology al Washington
University in the School of Medicine in 51. Lowis. I am licensed to practice medicine and surgery
in MO (R-5821) and have been so sinee 1974,

My general comments in scctions 1-5 address Volume 1, sections 2.1,1.3 and 2.1.1.4 and Volume
H, Appendix 3, of the draft EIS. | would like to make the following points:

1 .ITE absolute most compelling reason why I favor the NO ACTION option is that 1, as a ¢ilizen
should not have to besr additional costs 10 transport and store at Y ucca Mountain NV commercial
nuclear power plant wastes, These costs could casily have been anticipated sand budgeted for by the
industry. 1t seems that having the spent fucl rods kept on site in relatively small amounts
{(compared 10 concenlruling everything at Yucca Mountain), where they can be monitored, makes
good sense. | belicve there was a rush 1o judgment by Congress, probably based on nuclear power
industry and governmental agency lobbving, for the central U.S. site. |

lm: I note that one intcroational option being considered is 1o establish a
commercial nuclear waste storage deposit in the Australian outback, a project that might generate as
much as $5 billion in revenue. 1t certainly scems fair that the nuclear power industry should e
charged a hefty fec for the storage of the r nuclear waste il the Y ucca Mountain Action is epacted.

Scctions 2.1.5 on page 2-58 and 2.2.3 on page 2-67 of Volwne 1 de jeeted costs
of the action and no-action options:

Section 2.1.5 is onc short paragraph to justify a staggering $28.8 billion cost! The section
gives no rationale supporting the validity of the data excepi a siudy by TRW., a biased DOE
contractor. DOE should af lcast assure the public the cust [igures trave sume vadidity and reliability
through cross-referencing other cost estimates and sources of this type of data. Instead, there is no
analysis of the costs - shouldn’t data fuom several sources have been considered and analyzed in
the report itscit? The brevity of this critical scction is ludicrous and invites incredulity that this data
represents reality. This section is unaceeptable s it stands and needs to be dramatically expanded.
The paragraph nceds to address who pays for Yucea Mountain in clear English, if it is the
Lanpryvr, say so. The drafl EIS shoudd state explicity how much of the Yucca Mountain bill and
transportation costs taxpayers, industry and federal agencics will pay.

Section 2.2.3 dealing with the ¢osts of the no-action alicrnauve is one paragraph 10.5 lines
long and indicates the cost of the no-actiom aliernative is 2-30 times higher but, again, no ratiopale
ot cost justification is given, In short sections 2.1.5 and 2.2.3 are worthless and should be
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completely revised and presented in a more responsible format wherc the cost-sharing formula is
presented.

3.[The Public comment perind which will expire Feb 8, 2000 should be exiended at least another 6
months, preferably 12, to give the public sufficient time o digest the more than 1600 page highly
techmical draft EIS document. Al the hearing | understood that 2,000 copies had been distributed;;
this is an inadequate number considering the gravity of the options the public is being asked to
weigh. If the draft was ready in July of (999, why was the St. Louis hearing not heid until
January 20, 20007 My copy of the draft EIS reached me only 7 days prior 10 the deadline, Also at
the meeting a DOE spokesperson stated that copies of the draft EIS “were supposcd to be here al
the meeting” (a reasonable expectation if the purposc of the mecting were to hear from a truly
informed public) but were not; no cxplanation was offered why not. This is a serious problem that
lends o makc the public suspicious that DOE information is not readily forthcoming.

4.@3 need o suhject citizens to potentiilly hazardous nuclear spent fuel and high level wastes

with cvery-other-day rail and truck shiprents for 30 years through metro St. Louis is completely
unacceptahle. T was happy to hear such 8 strong condemmation of the plan and a clear eall FOR the
NO ACTION alternative by Congressman William Clay and by all but onc of 55 citizens of St

1 ontis MO and East St Tounis 1., all of whom were at some risk of nuclcar exposure if atmosphenc
relcases occured. Many of the people opposing the plan lived near the railroad tracks. The
testimony of the famities with small children who expressed fear of a nuclear acrident werc

particularly compclling - why should it b necessary to subject children to such concems? My

conviction that the NO ACTION option_ must be adopted grew stronger as the hearing progressed

5. IE@ data which was presented at the Jan 20 hearing of the frequent railway accidents that occur
in the 8L Louis area, that the geologic formations at Yucca Mountain permit rapid passage of water
intos the underlying aquifer %0 feet below, and that the Yucca Mountain region is seismologically
unstable are reaso ugh to doubt this is a viable place to store the cquivaient of 2,500 nuclear
bombs. JIn addition,|the draft EIS raises an additional unaddressed concern that was not mentionod
ai the heartng. That 15, that (a) nearby Nellis Air force base supersonic jets could contribute to
seismic instability at Y ucca Mountain, and (b) by simple deduction, that a damaged jet, after the
pilot ejects, could crash into Yucca Mountain posing another realistic threat o the nuclear storcs.
This eould occur cither immedtately, through transmitted shock at impact of the jet into the
mountain, or after a delay peniod through cracks in the rocks the permit increased seepage of
radioactive gases to the atmosphere or underground water supply. Or conceivably, transmitted
shock if severe enough could possibly dumage some of the nuclear containment caski,

P i s R g A VR e i (o MR

6. I_¥¥ current review of the draft EIS fccuses on my area of expertise as a physician and
puthologist, that 1s, on possible effects of an scaident at the Y ucca Mountain repository and of the
impact of the ransportation plan with incvitable rail and truck accidents on human health. The time
allotied docs notl pennit making more than a few comments. The key point I would like to makc is
that many of the analyscs in APPENDIX F are superficial, that 1s they lack scientific rigor, which [
tecl is completely inexcusable, since after all, damage w0 people is arguably morc important Uiy
damage to the environment, although of course both are imporant.

For example! T found the clementary primer on radiation 2 be perfunctory and simplistic
(although the lacts were true in general) and missed the point. The primer and the analysis could
and should have addressed all of the many proven adverse effects of radiation un huinan cells and
tissues, not just cancer alonc which is the tip of the medical iceberg. [n the case of inhalation
exposure, for example, pulmonary fibrosis and cmphysenias well as cancer should have been
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addressed. Radiation biology is far morc advanced than the draft EIS would indicate. No where is
mentioned, as another example, that radiation can damage and kill cclls by apoprosis without
damaging nucleic acids. Whole sections of current radiation biology scientific journals are devoted
to this topic alone. 1 got the impression that physicians know!ledgeable about human radiaton
pathologic eftects probably had no part in writing this document. 1 find this to be a very
disappointing oversight if one's intent were to accurately analyze possibly adverse scenarios of an
accident while transporting high-level and spent nuctear fucls. |

[There also should be detailed information given on the number of actual rail accidents,
uctual imuries  people and property. and actual data on radicactive releases (rom (ransport
accidents. [t is telling that some public commentators gave far more detailed information of this
type than appeared in the draft EIS. [ had the impression reuding the narrative that the writers had
done this type of document many umes before and were merely plugging in “boiler-plate” language
that had passcd agency scrutiny in the pusL. |

7. APPENDIX F.2 specific concemns and commecnts:

a) I_?ge F-4. I chalicnge the validity of the statement “cancer is the principal potentisl dsk 1o
uman health from exposure to low or chronic levels of radiation. Pulmonary fibrosis, for
example. is nol cancer yet this is one of the chief thowoughly decnmented., scientifically and
medically uncontested adverse etfects of radiation exposure on uraninm miners. These
oversimplifications and inaceumcies again cast doubt on the competeace of the people who

prepared this seclion of the draft EIS statement. The scction needs more work, cven as a
hasie prim£|

h) Page F-11. The worker dosage aralysis at Yucca Mountain makes the incorrect implicit

—assumption that workers are only exposed during the Yucca Mountain project. However,
most of the permanent workers spend their (ull working lifctimes at nuclear sites and thus
their probable |ifetime exposuresncluding the intervals of their lives before and atter
being employed at Y ucea Mountain need to be factored into the risk estimates. The “double
hit” hypothesis of cancerogenesis is now conclusively established. Thus, a worker could
have suffered the initial hit at another nuclear site, and then get the critical socond hit that
teadds to cancer formation at Yucca Mountain. Exposure and employment data should be
readily available on Yucca Mountain workers. My guess would be that many have targe
cumulative radiation exposures that already increase their risk for cancers and other
subthreshold rdiation injun'cs.J

b) Eagc F-12. How wus the factor of (.0004 latent cancer fatality per rem validated and
derived? A source is given, but a bricf rationale should be stated explicitly in the draft EIS.
The secondary documents cunnot be obtained in time to comment by Feb 9. The statements
are made that consideration of other “non-fatal cancers and severe genetic cffects” of
radiation exposure thit “inereases the total change by a fuctor of 1.5 to S compared 1o the
change for latent cancer fatalities” is data that “as is the general practice for any DOE EIS,
estimales of the total change werc. not inchided in the Yucea Mountain C18." This policy
should be reconsidered; it is absurd. Why this policy is justifiable scientifically needs 10 be
stated explicidy. To this physician, the policy misleads the public as to the actual danges of
radiatimiqlxpmurc—-docs DOE belicve death is the only legitimatc concemn of the public? 1
think not.

c) Ec CAIRS datubssc datascts arc mentioned on pages 115 and F-16 but the diafy EIS does
not state how or if the public has access to these data in a similar manner © its access 1o the
EPA’s Intemct-access CEDR database. This information should be footnated in the EIS;I
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8. APPENDIX H (analytical methods and results)

a} I_?n page H-28 there is 4 ndiculous assumption in the second paragraph that if a cask were
reached, a worker would within 10 seconds “immediately vacate the area after observing

that the cask had ruptured” implies cask rupture “out of the blue,” While possible, it scems
much more likely that cask breaching will be more likely occur during a major accident in
which it scoms likely, or certainly possible, the worker will also be injured and not be abic
o escape to safety immediately. In this scenario, safely may be a long way away! A gain,
such simplistic assumptions cast doubt on the seriousncss and medical competence of the
people who prepured this draft document. 1 feel compelled w0 use such language hecausc
the assumptions insult my intelligence and this is very serious business indeed. |

b) I_?j.me H-31. | challenge the staternent that 3,500 drums of solid hazardous wastes and

700 gallons of hazardous liquid wastes “would pose » very small potential for accidental
releases and exposures of workers™ defies common sensc. These barrels in time all feak, so
I would say the potential is almost 1009 that some leakage will occar and therefore the risk
is proportional to how many barrels degrude how quickly and what they contain. There is
a loL of data on these points at Superfund and FUSRAP sites, so why not be more specific
and include some meaningful data here. Becausc these barrels might leak into the Y ucea
MC%Itain aquifer, the public and workers and soldicrs at Nellis would be at si gnificant
risk.

9, IﬁPPENDIX [ (Environmental consequences of fong-term repository performance), page [-25,
section 1.3.3

1 am aware of the data in NRC NUREG-2907 regurding routine radionuclide airborne and
liguid releases from commercial nuclear power plants that generate 90% of the wastes targeted for
Y ucca Mountain. That compilation documents dozens of reportable radionuclides and noble gascs
that nuclear reactors und their fucl penerate. 1t is known by everyone in the industry that iritium
passes through nuclear fucl cladding. Why wasn't tritium included in the analysis in this section?
Thus, | find the statement that “the only radionuelide that would have a relatively targe inveniory
and a potential for gas transport would be C-14” 1o be ridiculous and very inaccurate. What docs a
stalement like ‘velatively large inventory” signify, relative to what? To most of the public, the
inventory is monstrous compared to uny other nuclear repository in the world. This too bricf
parapgraph needs 1o be rewritien to reflect the wyue fuclil

-END OF COMMENTS-

Respectfully Submined,

______________________________________________________

5587-C Walcrman Blvd,
St Louis, MO 63112
TEL: (314) 367-5388%
FAX: (314) 367-7663
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